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2 Although the official language of Tajikistan is close to Persian, 































Turkey 863.71 79.5 10.862 5.56 142.5 198.6 56.1 39
Azerbaijan 37.85 9.76 3.876 1.6 9.1 8.5 0.6 46
Kazakhstan 137.28 17.8 7.713 3.46 36.7 25.1 11.6 45
Kyrgyzstan 6.55 6.08 1.077 4.5 1.4 3.8 2.4 79
Tajikistan 6.9 8.7 799 6.9 0.9 3 2.1 56
Turkmenistan 36.18 5.66 6.389 8.86 7.9 4.9 3.0 35
Uzbekistan 67.22 31.85 2.110 7.96 7.4 9.5 2.1 25
Source: Authors calculations using World Bank and Trade Map data centre.
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1 World Bank, 2017. https://datahelpdesk.worldbank.org/








Export and Import Shares of the Most Traded Commodity Groups (HS2) of the Countries (2016)
 Turkey Azerb. Kazakh. Kyrgyz. Tajik. Turkmen. Uzbek.
EXPORT
87 (14 %) 27 (89 %) 27 (61 %) 71 (50 %) 26 (26.5 %) 27 (84.8 %) 71 (39.2 %)
84 (8.6 %) 08 (2.7 %) 72 (7.5 %) 26 (4.8 %) 76 (23.2 %) 52 (5.9 %) 27 (11.2 %)
71 (8.5 %) 07 (1.4 %) 28 (6.5 %) 99 (4.8 %) 52 (15.2 %) 89 (2.8 %) 52 (9.7 %)
61 (6.1 %) 39 (1.1 %) 74 (5.1 %) 07 (4.3 %) 71 (11.1 %) 39 (0.9 %) 74 (6.1 %)
85 (5.5 %) 76 (1.1 %) 26 (3 %) 87 (3.8 %) 27 (5.7 %) 31 (0.8 %) 08 (5.3 %)
Share in Total Export 42.7 % 95.3 % 83.1 % 67.7 % 81.7 % 95.2 % 71.5 %
       
IMPORT
84 (13.7 %) 84 (16.5 %) 84 (17.4 %) 27 (10.4 %) 27 (15.7 %) 84 (28.5 %) 84 (18.8 %)
27 (13.6 %) 73 (10 %) 85 (9.6 %) 84 (10.2 %) 84 (10 %) 73 (12.9 %) 87 (8.9 %)
85 (10.1 %) 85 (6.8 %) 73 (7.7 %) 64 (6.7 %) 10 (8 %) 85 (11.7 %) 85 (7.5 %)
87 (8.9 %) 89 (4.5 %) 27 (6 %) 85 (5.4 %) 72 (6.3 %) 87 (4.5 %) 72 (5.5 %)
72 (6.3 %)  10 (4 %) 87 (4.3 %) 55 (4 %) 87 (5.8 %) 39 (2.6 %) 30 (5.5 %)
Share in Total Import 52.6 % 41.8 % 45 % 36.7 % 45.8 % 60.2 % 46.2 %
Source: Authors’ calculation based on Trade Map data.




Products According to HS2 Codes
HS2 
Code Products
07 Edible vegetables and certain roots and tubers
08 Edible fruit and nuts; peel of citrus fruit or melons
10 Cereals
26 Ores, slag, and ash
27 Mineral fuels, mineral oils, and products of their distillation; bituminous substances; mineral waxes
28
Inorganic chemicals; organic or inorganic com-
pounds of precious metals, of rare-earth metals, 
of radioactive elements or of isotopes
30 Pharmaceutical products
31 Fertilisers
39 Plastics and articles thereof
52 Cotton
55 Man-made staple fibres
61 Articles of apparel and clothing accessories, knit-ted or crocheted
64 Footwear, gaiters and the like; parts of such articles
71
Natural or cultured pearls, precious or semi-pre-
cious stones, precious metals, metals clad with 
precious metal and articles thereof; imitation, 
jewellery; coin
72 Iron and steel
73 Articles of iron or steel
74 Copper and articles thereof
76 Aluminium and articles thereof
84 Nuclear reactors, boilers, machinery, and me-chanical appliances; parts thereof
85
Electrical machinery and equipment and parts 
thereof; sound recorders and reproducers, televi-
sion image and sound recorders and reproducers, 
and parts and accessories of such articles
87 Vehicles other than railway or tramway roll-ing-stock, and parts and accessories thereof
89 Ships, boats and floating structures















1 You can find details regarding ECI calculation: https://atlas.
media.mit.edu/en/resources/methodology/. (Date of Access: 
25.06.2019).
2 OEC (The Observatory of Economic Complexity). (2018). 
Economic Complexity Rankings. Retrieved from https://
















2.3. Literature Review on Trade Relations 






Product Producers According to Production Sectors
Countries Sector
Germany Automobile, Pharmaceutical, Cosmetics, Computer
Sweden Timber, Pharmaceutical, Chocolate
China Toys, Automobile Spare Parts
Madagascar Fish
Table 5
Highest and Lowest ECI Scored Products
Code of Product (SITC 4) Product Highest ECI Score
7284 Machines and appliances for specialized particular industries 2.27
8744 Instrument and appliances for physical or chemical analysis 2.21
7742 Appliances based on the use of X-rays or radiation 2.16
3345 Lubricating petrol oils and other heavy petrol oils 2.10
7367 Other machine tools for working metal or metal carbide 2.05
Lowest ECI Score
3330 Crude Oil 3.00
2876 Tin ores and concentrates 2.63
2631 Cotton, not carded or combed 2.63
3345 Cocoa beans 2.61
7367 Sesame seeds 2.58
Source: The Atlas of Economic Complexity (https://atlas.media.mit.edu/static/pdf/atlas/AtlasOfEconomicComplexity_Part_I.pdf. 






























































(Maddala ve Wu) 
x2-Stat.




Im, Pesaran &Shin 
(IPS) W-Stat.
C C  T C C  T C C  T C C  T C C T
Series in Level
ECItur 2.280** 0.478 10.656 3.388 10.725 3.641 0.394 3.438 0.494 1.568
ECIcatr 2.943*** 0.035 24.132** 8.298 21.601** 6.058 2.493*** 0.804 2.015** 1.849
lnEXPtur 14.351 0.286 4.646 13.935 3.044 8.808 0.896 1.370* 1.152 0.460
lnEXPcatr 0.123 2.357*** 7.787 20.628 7.548 16.851 1.863** 2.243** 0.526 1.091
Series in First Differences
ECItur 15.714 8.765 65.937 46.516 65.937 46.516 9.160 7.965 7.25 5.48
ECIcatr 17.73 10.146 40.295 84.065 86.535 103.73 2.339 9.137 3.163 10.2
lnEXPtur 11.59 5.599 39.899 26.323 39.835 26.612 4.297 3.484 4.205 2.37
lnEXPcatr 17.63 10.01 104.65 84.91 112.98 93.51 11.541 10.21 11.31 10.18
Notes: “C” stands for constant term, “C  T” represents constant and trend. Lag lengths are chosen according to the T statistics. ***, 
**, and * indicate significance at 1 %, 5 % and 10 % respectively. All results at first differences are stationary at 1 % significance level.
Table 7
Cross-Sectional Dependence Test














Second-Generation Panel Unit Root Test (PESCADF)
Variables
Series in Level Series in First Differences
T-Bar Stat. T-Bar Stat.
C C  T C C  T
ECItur 2.610 1.700 2.610 1.700
ECIcatr 1.945 1.661 3.050*** 3.466***
lnEXPtur 2.286 1.996 2.482** 2.730
lnEXPcatr 3.528*** 2.731 3.097*** 3.543***
Notes: “C” stands for constant term, “C  T” represents constant 
and trend. One lag lengths are chosen. ***, **, and * indicate signif-
icance at 1 %, 5 % and 10 % respectively.
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Westerlund’s (2007) Panel Co-integration Results
Error Correction 
Tests
Constant Model Constant and Trend Model
Statistics Asymptotically P-Value Statistics Asymptotically P-Value
Equation 1
G 3.431 0.000 3.800 0.000
G 14.820 0.000 17.407 0.021
P 8.763 0.000 8.060 0.000
P 15.416 0.000 15.848 0.002
Equation 2
G 2.156 0.158 2.268 0.606
G 9.920 0.110 10.892 0.645
P 4.046 0.334 3.667 0.961
P 8.227 0.019 7.868 0.672
Table 10





1 Coefficients Differences Standard ErrorMean Group Estimator (MGE) Pooled Mean Group Estimator (PMGE)
lnEXPtur 0.0864718 0.0810506 0.0054212 0.0071514
Chi2  0.57

































PMGE Results (Equation 1)
Units Variables Coefficients Probability
Long Term 






























































ECItur (1) 0.383 0.000
lnEXPtur (1) 0.049 0.000
Constant 0.749 0.000
Wald Chi2(2)  198.84
Prob  Chi2  0.000
Note: “( )” term represents lag length.
Table 14
Dumitrescu-Hurlin’s (2012) Panel Causality Tests Results
Causality Relationship Z HNC, N, T Z HNC, N 
lnEXPtur  ECItur 3.038
*** 2.232**
ECItur  lnEXPtur 1.150 0.731
lnEXPcatr  ECIcatr 0.823 0.838
ECIcatr  lnEXPcatr 2.688
*** 1.954**
Note: One lag lengths are chosen. ***, **, and * indicate signifi-
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